
  

 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 22 March 2016 

by Andrew Dawe   BSc(Hons) MSc MPhil MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 31 March 2016 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/U3935/D/16/3142253 
46 Trenchard Road, Stanton Fitzwarren, Swindon SN6 7RZ 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs P Newson against the decision of Swindon Borough 

Council. 

 The application Ref S/15/1587/SASM, dated 18 September 2015, was refused by notice 

dated 27 November 2015. 

 The development proposed is front extension and new roof to bungalow and garage 

with room in the roof construction. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matter 

2. The Council, in its decision notice refers to the Stanton Fitzwarren Conservation 
Area Appraisal and Management Plan (the CAAMP).  I have applied substantial 

weight to that document due to its adopted status in supporting the relevant 
development plan policies. 

Main Issues 

3. The main issues are whether the proposal would preserve or enhance the 
character or appearance of the Stanton Fitzwarren Conservation Area (the CA) 

and preserve the setting of the Grade II listed buildings at 48 and 52 Trenchard 
Road (the LBs). 

Reasons 

4. The appeal site lies within the CA set back behind the LBs which are located 
close to the road.  Therefore, special attention has to be paid to the desirability 

of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the CA and 
preserving the setting of the LBs. 

5. The CA is characterised by its generally linear form of development to which 

the LBs strongly contribute.  No 46 is one of a small number of relatively 
modern buildings set back behind existing frontage properties which break and 

therefore weaken that pattern.  This point was also raised in an appeal decision 
Ref APP/U3935/A/12/2174090 relating to a proposal for a change of use of 
Beech Cottage’s garage.  Nevertheless, despite No 46’s raised position in 

relation to the road, its low roof height, along with the flat roof of the 
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associated detached garage, ensure that it is not a dominant feature.  Due to 

their modest height, those existing buildings are also comfortably softened or 
partially screened by intervening vegetation and boundary treatment.   

6. The LBs are therefore seen from the road in a pleasant fairly spacious and open 
setting.  That setting, despite the intervening garden slope and boundary 
treatment, is also experienced to a significant degree in directly outward views 

from No 48, including from its east facing habitable room windows and large 
garden.  The same is not the case for No 52 which has no direct views of the 

site.  The large Beech tree in No 46’s rear garden is also clearly seen above the 
low roof of the house from the road and No 48, and is a prominent feature 
emphasising the openness of the setting. 

7. The proposed development, with its noticeably higher roofs than the existing 
house and garage and large glazed front gable element, would introduce 

significantly more prominent features that would be clearly visible from the 
road, particularly given the dwelling’s elevated position.  They would also be 
less likely to be softened or screened by vegetation than is currently the case.  

Therefore, although the resultant building forms and materials would be of a 
more traditional nature than those of the existing buildings, the proposed 

development would draw the eye disproportionately towards that property and 
away from the LBs, more so in respect of No 48.   

8. The setting of No 48 as observed from its east facing habitable room windows 

and garden would also be significantly changed in terms of the additional sense 
of enclosure by the proposed higher roofs. 

9. Furthermore, the proposed house roof would obscure significantly more of the 
lower parts of the Beech tree when seen from both the road and No 48. 

10. For these reasons, the proposed development would introduce dominating 

features that would significantly encroach upon the current sense of openness 
relating to the setting of the LBs and noticeably further weaken the generally 

linear development pattern of the CA to an unacceptable degree. 

11. Having regard to paragraphs 132 and 134 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (the Framework), harm to the significance of the CA and LBs would 

be less than substantial due to the relatively small scale of development 
involved.  However, I have received no substantive evidence of any public 

benefits relating to the proposal to outweigh the less than substantial harm. 

12. For the above reasons, the proposal would fail to preserve the character and 
appearance of the CA and the setting of the LBs.  As such it would be contrary 

to Policies DE1 and EN10 of the Swindon Borough Local Plan and the CAAMP 
which together seek to sustain and enhance the Borough’s historic environment 

and achieve high quality design.  It would also be contrary to section 12 of the 
Framework which relates to conserving and enhancing the historic 

environment. 

Conclusion 

13. For the above reasons, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.       

Andrew Dawe 

INSPECTOR 


